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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the amendment filed October 11, 2006. 

2. Claims 1-18 are pending. Claims 1, 8, 10, 11, 16 and 18 are independent 
claims. 

Response to Amendments 

3. Per Applicants 3 request, Claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 15, 16 and 18 have 
been' amended. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicants' arguments with respect to claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 15, 
16 and 18 in the Remarks filed concurrently with the Amendment have been 
fully considered but are not persuasive. The following is an examiner's 
response to Applicants' arguments. 

Claims 1 and 11: 

Applicant's Arguments : 

None of the cited references, taken alone or in any combination, disclose 
the limitations in the combination of each of these claims of transmitting 
environmental information selected by the viewer using an initial menu along with a server 
address and a viewer's ID number to the server from the TV. The Examiner admits 
that Bayrakeri et al. ("Bayrakeri") does not disclose or suggest environmental 
information adjustments related to broadcast information settings, but asserts 
that these limitations are disclosed in Lawler at col. 13, lines 18-23. However, 
Applicant submits that these portions merely relate to selecting programs to be 
recorded and do not relate to transmitting a download request of 
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environmental information inputted by the viewer from the TV to the server 
and transmitting the environmental information corresponding to the request 
from the server to the TV and do not relate to the environmental information 
comprising channel settings, and broadcast reservation settings, as recited in 
the claims of the present application. 
Examiner's response : 

The Office action, at p. 5, lines 1-4, states "[i]n an analogous art Lawler 
teaches environmental information adjustments related to broadcast reservation 
settings (Column 13 lines 18-23 teaches the head end storing a broadcast 
reservation setting which is a type of program guide data since a program guide 
is used to set up the reservation setting, and Figure 5)." MPEP 2111, under the 
heading "Claim Interpretation; Broadest Reasonable Interpretation," states 
"[d]uring patent examination, the pending claims must be "given their broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." In view of this 
practice, the limitation "broadcast reservation settings" is broadly and 
reasonably interpreted to mean "pre-program the recording device to record 
the associated program" (13:18-25) because during this process of pre- 
programming a broadcast channel, the start time, and the end time have to be 
selected ahead of time (i.e., broadcast reservation settings). 

Applicant's Arguments : 

The Examiner asserts that Bayrakeri teaches that the custom-IPG is 
stored for the viewer at the head end. Applicant, however, asserts that 
Bayrakeri simply discloses that the head end contains the program guide, 
wherein the program guide is not inputted or stored by the user and that the 
user merely manipulates the user interface of the program guide. Applicant 
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asserts that, in the present invention and contrary to Bayrakeri, the viewer 
selects an initial menu along with a server address and a viewer's ID number, 
and the selected environmental information is transmitted to the server from 
the TV to be stored therein. If the viewer can connect the TV to the server, 
the viewer can download the environmental information stored in the server. 
Examiner's response : 

Assuming that Applicant is referring to the claimed limitation storing the 
environmental information into the server to correspond to the viewer's taste, the Office 
action re-asserts that this limitation is clearly anticipated by Bayrakeri, col. 25, 
lines 7-8. 

Applicant's Arguments : 

Applicant further submits that there is no suggestion for combining 
Lawler with Bayrakeri because the limitations in the claims of the present 
invention do not disclose a recording device or notifying a recording device to 
record a program as suggested by the Examiner in the motivational statement 
(Lawler at col. 2, lines 8-13). 

Examiner's response : 

If the purpose of the present invention, stated in the preamble of Claim 
1, is a method for setting environment corresponding to a viewer's taste in a 
digital TV system including a TV connected with a server and a network, the 
Examiner's motivational statement of combining Bayrakeri with Lawler for the 
purpose of notifying the recording device at the user end to record a program 
when it is available (Column 2 lines 8-13 Lawler) appears to be consistent with 
the claimed purpose. Setting to a viewer's taste, environment, and digital TV system 
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appear to read on "notifying to record a program when it is available," 
"recording device," and "user end," respectively. 

Applicant's Arguments : 

The Examiner asserts that neither Bayrakeri, Lawler nor Etheredge 
disclose or suggest the method occurring inside a TV but Waterhouse does 
disclose these limitations. Applicant submits that Waterhouse merely relates to 
a TV receiving control codes for channel selection contrary to the present 
invention which relates to a TV transmitting environmental information to a 
server, as well as transmitting a download request of environmental 
information to the server , and then receiving the environmental information 
transmitted from the server in response to the download request. 
Examiner's response : 

With respect to the requirement that "the method occurring inside a 
TV," the Office action assumes that this requirement is implied as the 
statement of purpose or intended use a method for setting ...in a digital TV recited 
in the preamble of the method claim 1. It is respectfully noted that a preamble 
is not a limitation if it merely states a purpose or intended use and the 
remainder of the claim completely defines the invention. Diversitech Corp. v. 
Century Steps, Inc., 7 USPQ2d 1315 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Even assuming, arguendo^ 
that the requirement is in the body of the claim, the requirement is considered 
met by Waterhouse since Waterhouse discloses the requirement at 4:23-24. 

Applicant's Arguments : 

The Examiner's asserted purpose in Waterhouse provides no suggestion 
or motivation for combining Waterhouse with the other mentioned references. 
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Examiner's response : 
. As discussed above, since the requirement is not given patentable weight 
because it is contained in a statement of purpose or intended use in the 
preamble of the claim method, Applicant's argument regarding the motivation 
is moot. However, for the sake of argument and responsive to Applicant's 
assertion that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying 
the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is 
some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Or. 1992). In 
this case, Waterhouse does disclose a motivation for the combination and the 
motivation is "not needing a separate supply voltage to power the 
microprocessor in the set top box." 

Applicant's Arguments : 

The Examiner admits that neither Bayrakeri, Lawler, Waterhouse, or * 
Etheredge disclose or suggest transmitting a TV address, a server address, a 
viewer ID number, and a viewer selection environment information from the 
TV to the server but asserts that Hendricks discloses transmitting a TV address 
in FIG. 4A, element 924 and col. 17, lines 54-55 and an ID number in FIG. 4B 
element 928' and col. 17, lines 58-60. Applicant asserts that Hendricks instead 
discloses information stored at the set top box including address for the set top 
terminal and that the top terminal identifier is retrieved by the cable head end 
polling the set top terminal. Applicant asserts that this is not transmitting from 



Application/Control Number: 09/930,441 
Art Unit: 2623 



Page 7 



the TV to the server, a server address and a viewer's ID number and that set 
top terminal identifier 928 is hot a viewer's ID number, as recited in the claims 
of the present application. 
Examiner's response : 

Without an explicit definition of a "viewer's ID number/' the Office 
action considers that the claimed "viewer's ID number" broadly and reasonably 
reads on Hendricks' set top terminal identifier. As for the requirement of 
transmitting from the TV to the server a server address, the Office considers 
this feature inherent to Hendricks because although not shown in FIGs. 4A-B, 
a server address need be specified and in the polling message so that the 
information gathered from the set top terminal knows where to be channeled 
back to. 

Applicant's Arguments : 

The Examiner asserts that Donahue discloses transmitting a server 
address from a TV to the server at col. 7, lines 6-10. Applicant submits that 
these portions merely disclose that a router receives an input packet of 
information to examine its source and destination address and determines the 
optimal output port for the message and that this is not transmitting a server 
address from a TV to a server along with the environmental information 
selected by a viewer . 

Examiner's response : 

The examiner respectfully notes that the limitation "server address" has 
been deleted from the Currendy Amended Claim 2. Therefore, Applicant's 
argument is moot. 
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Applicant's Arguments : 

Donahue provides no motivation to combine with the other asserted 
references. 

Examiner's response : 

Applicant's argument is moot in view of the deletion of the limitation 
"server address" from the claim. 

Claims 7 and 12 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of each of claims 1, 7, 11 and 12 of the present application. 

In response, Applicant's attention is respectfully directed to the previous 
Office action, p. 6. 

Claims 2 and 3 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of claims of 2 and 3 of the present application. 

In response, Applicant's attention is respectfully directed to the 
discussion pertaining to the features recited in these claims in Claims 1 and 1 1 
above. 

Claims 4, 14, 16 and 17 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of each of claims 4, 14, 16 and 17 of the present application. 
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In response, the examiner respectfully directs Applicant's attention to p. 
14 of the previous Office action. 

Claim 6 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of claim 6 of the present application. 

In response, the examiner respectfully directs Applicant's attention to p. 

20 of the previous Office action. 

Claim 9 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of claim 6 of the present application. 

In response, the examiner respectfully directs Applicant's attention to p. 

21 of the previous Office action. 

Claims 8 and 10 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of each of claims 8 and 10 of the present application. 

In response, the examiner respectfully directs Applicant's attention to p. 

22 of the previous Office action and to the discussion related to the newly 
added limitation "along with a server address and a viewer's ID number" to the 
claims in Claims 1 and 1 1 above. 
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Claim 13 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of claim 13 of the present application. 

In response, the examiner respectfully directs Applicant's attention to p. 

28 of the previous Office action. 

Claim 15 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of claim 15 of the present application. 

In response, the examiner respectfully directs Applicant's attention to p. 

29 of the previous Office action and to the discussion related to the newly 
added limitation "along with a server address and a viewer's ID number" to the 
claims in Claims 1 and 1 1 above. 

Claim 18 

Applicant submits that none of the cited references, taken alone or in 
any proper combination, disclose or render obvious the limitations in the 
combination of claim 1 8 of the present application. 

In response, the examiner respectfully directs Applicant's attention to p. 
32 of the previous Office action and to the discussion related to the newly 
added limitation "along with a server address and a viewer's ID number" to the 
claims in Claims 1 and 1 1 above. 
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In view of the foregoing discussion, the rejections of Claims 1-18 under 
35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the applied prior art references 
are considered still proper and thus maintained. Notwithstanding the newly 
added limitations (e.g., using an initial menu along with a server address and a viewer's 
ID, viewer's ID number) to the claims which have been addressed in various parts 
of the Examiner's response and considered disclosed or suggested by the 
applied prior art references, the same grounds of rejection of claims 1-18 are 
maintained. For details of the claim rejections, see previous Office action. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first 
reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and 
the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In 
no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Hoang-Vu "Antony" Nguyen-Ba 
whose telephone number is (571) 272-3701. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Tuesday-Friday from 7:15 am to 5:35 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached at (571) 272-7353. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this 
application should be directed to the.TC 2600 Group receptionist (571) 272- 
2600. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http:/ /pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access 
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
(866) 217-9197 (toU-free). 
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